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This paper explores the new role that non-OECD nations such as Brazil, India, 
Russia, South Africa, South Korea and, especially, China are playing in providing 
international development aid.  While global aid flows from traditional OECD 
nations remain significant to the development of global politics and what William 
Robinson calls the “Transnational State” (TNS) apparatus, these new aid donors 
are challenging the Western nations’ vision of what development means and what 
kind of global economy is being built.  The consequences of these increasing aid 
flows for the global economy and for the development of aid recipient nations at 
this point are unclear.  But it is crucial for scholars to pay close attention to the 
rise in official development assistance (ODA) from non-OECD nations as a key 
indicator of global political and economic integration. Bringing together insights 
from world systems theory, world polity theory, field theory, Robinson’s 
Transnational State perspective, and Saskia Sassen’s work on deterritoriality and 
denationization, this paper considers the role that new donors are likely to play 
within the global political economy in the coming decades.   Particular attention 
is paid to whether the so-called “South-South” aid from these new donors is really 
“South-South,” whether we can expect to see a counterhegemonic shift in aid 
practice, what kind of future conflicts between donors are on the horizon, what 
this might mean for world state formation, and finally, whether any of this 
amounts to the beginning of the end for the nearly 60-year old Western aid 
apparatus. 
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What is the role of official development assistance within the processes of 
globalization?   Much of the existing literature on international development 
organizations and the global aid flows they administer tends to suggest that aid 
plays a secondary role in the capitalist world economy.  Leslie Sklair, for example, 
states that aid’s importance is “distinctly marginal” within global capitalism 
(2005:69).   Scholars writing from the world systems tradition tend to place more 
emphasis on other kinds of global economic flows such as trade and foreign 
direct investment (FDI).   Work being done within the world polity perspective 
tends to focus on how global norms and world “cultural scripts” operating within 
international organizations are more important than the aid itself.   Aid is part of 
world polity formation but not the foremost concern.   
 
Sociologists of globalization who pay more careful attention to the role of aid 
within the capitalist world economy emphasize that development assistance is 
part of “global governance.”  Phillip McMichael, for instance, states that aid 
organizations are implementing a “globalization project” on behalf of wealthy 
countries and focuses primarily on Bretton Woods institutions (1996).  Yet he 
also places more importance on FDI when compared to aid itself and there is 
some confusion regarding what he means by a “project.”  Such a term conveys a 
somewhat uniform approach and does not signify the dynamic, complex and 
sometimes contradictory nature of the international development system as a 
whole.  William I. Robinson’s work is perhaps most adept at discussing the role of 
aid institutions within the global economy by arguing that they are part of an 
“emerging Transnational State apparatus (TNS) (2001, 2004).  But his critics 
have pointed out some concern over his use of the term “state” and whether it is 
accurate to suggest that such an entity is coming into existence (Block 2001, 
Goldfrank 2001, McMichael 2001). 
 
We can draw several overall lessons from the sociological scholarship on aid:  
First, aid itself and the political consequences of the aid apparatus itself are 
somewhat taken-for-granted sociological phenomena within development 
sociology and are under-examined theoretically.  This is perhaps surprising to 
observe within a field whose main purpose is to study all facets of “development” 
in the world. This could be due to the fact that the institutions that exist to 
promote it are so ubiquitous that they fall within the realm of the “taken for 
granted” and are not particularly interesting to us as development sociologists.  
Second, aid is generally seen as either economic (in which case it plays a minor 
role) or political (in which case it plays an emerging role) but not both.  And 
third, much scholarly emphasis within the social sciences has tended to 
emphasize the “end of development”, the “crisis of development” and so on (see, 
e.g. Esteva 1992, Sachs 1992).  Some of these scholars go so far as to predict its 
demise at precisely the time when it may be truly coming of age.  
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One of the topics that development sociologists and globalization scholars up 
until now have largely failed to address is the role of emerging donors and how 
they fit into these debates.  Emerging donors challenge the very conventions and 
terminology used by scholars within these fields to define the world around them.  
What do core and periphery mean anymore if peripheral countries are giving aid?  
What are “developed countries” and “less developed countries” in this context?  
What will become of the Bretton Woods system?  The “Washington consensus”?  
What happens to the inter-state system of world-systems theory, Robinson’s 
Transnational State or John Meyer’s (et al.) “world polity” (1997) if new donors 
emerge to disrupt these hegemonic structures?  And finally, were predictions and 
inquiries into a “post-development era” premature?  The goal of this paper is to 
address these theoretical questions by briefly examining some of the new aid 
donors and their recent activities, by looking at how commentators in the “global 
north” have responded to these new activities, and, finally, by exploring what 
these emerging donors, particularly China,  are likely to mean for development 
sociologists and globalization scholars. 
 
Theorizing Aid  
 
This paper examines the role that aid plays in the global economy by following in 
the scholarly tradition laid out by  Pierre Bourdieu, Arturo Escobar, James 
Ferguson and William I. Robinson but also taking it in a new direction.  
Bourdieu’s definition of globalization as an “economic politics seeking to unify 
the economic field by means of a whole group of legal-political measures… put to 
work by an ensemble of agents and institutions” (2001:2) is useful if we apply it 
to the case of international development assistance.  In addition, this analysis 
builds on Robinson’s “transnational state” approach (2001, 2004).  However, 
Robinson may overstate the role played by the transnational capitalist class 
(TCC) in the world of development.  Aid is largely guided by the interests of 
capital, as the Robinson model maintains, but it carries out other agendas as well 
(including pro-labor, anti-corporate pollution, women’s and indigenous rights) 
and these agendas can even be at loggerheads with the neo-liberal agendas 
promoted by the TCC (Jackson 2005: 9).  Furthermore, his emphasis on the 
concept of global “state” formation may be misplaced.   Aid is about global 
governance, politics and power, and it seems clear that aid agencies intervene in 
local politics, engage in surveillance of local political dynamics, set political 
agendas and “projects” and even try to “garner local political consent” for their 
agendas, (Jackson 2005) but these agencies do not particularly resemble a “state” 
or even an “emerging state apparatus.”  Rather, it might be preferable to think of 
aid agencies as a “transnational institution” made up of complex large-scale 
transnational organizations.  The distinction here is a Parsonian one where 
“institution” refers to phenomena occurring at a cultural level (as world polity 
theorists emphasize) and are a “given part of the social structure” (Parsons 1956).  
Aid, in this sense, is a global institution, one that follows well established rules 
and traditions and one in which various human groups can chose to participate 
or not.  An “organization” on the other hand, is a modern bureaucratic form of 
human action, according to Parsons.  It is a “system which, as the attainment of 
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its goal, ‘produces’ an indentifiable something which can be utilized in some way 
by another system” (65).    
 
By defining aid in this way, we avoid the problem of seeing it as primarily a 
feature of the economy or primarily a feature of the polity.  Aid occupies the 
interstitial space between the “market” and the “state.”  Using this formulation, 
we can draw upon the strengths of various approaches:  World systems theory is 
most useful in placing emphasis on the role of capital in the formation of global 
structures and institutions, particularly the global economy.  Robinson’s TNS 
model is a prime example of this as he explicitly chooses to emphasize a Marxian 
definition of the state over a Weberian one in concluding that state institutions 
are creations of capital.  World polity theory is useful in its emphasis on 
bureaucratic institutions and their role in creating global cultural forms that have 
a significant role, particularly in the formation of world political structures (see 
e.g.  Boli and Thomas, 1997; Swiss, 2012).  But the world-systems/world-polity 
perspectives can be seen as mutually compatible (instead of being in conflict) if 
we think of aid as “economic politics” -- as simultaneously political and 
economic.  In many ways, aid is a clear example of how the world economy might 
best be thought of as a system of “bureaucratic capitalism” (Sjoberg 1999) in 
which capitalism itself is embedded in modern bureaucratic institutions 
operating within what Fligstein and McAdam call "strategic action fields." (2012: 
9)  
 
Sociologists have long understood the importance of institutions, but theories of 
globalization (with a few exceptions, i.e. Evans 1995) have tended to be based 
within macro perspectives that place lesser emphasis on the role that institutions 
play within "constructed mesolevel social orders" and how people within these 
institutions engage in collective action (Fligstein and McAdam 2012: 9)  By 
incorporating field theory into the discussion that world systems and world polity 
scholars are having, we can gain a greater understanding of the role that aid 
agencies play within the global political economy as they occupy the mesolevel 
interstitial space between market and politics; between global and local.   
 
Development aid has been in many ways a "settled field," one which "exhibits 
very high consensus and that... despite widespread dissent and open conflict, 
nonetheless exhibit a stable structure over time" (Fligstein and McAdam: 12).  
The institution of aid, as well as the organizations which administer official 
development assistance, are the historical creations of donor countries.  While 
the global practice of providing economic assistance among nations has roots in 
both the distant (e.g. Mauss’ “The Gift”) and more recent past (e.g. colonialism), 
modern aid giving is an institution firmly based upon the post-WWII founding of 
the Bretton Woods organizations such as the World Bank and IMF (in 1944), the 
United Nations (1945)  and, most significantly perhaps, the Organization of 
Economic Cooperation and Development (1960) and its predecessor:  the 
Organization of European Economic Cooperation (1948).  Originally created to 
administer U.S. and Canadian post-war reconstruction funds in Europe under the 
Marshall plan, the OECD and Bretton Woods agencies, in particular, developed 
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the policies, frameworks and norms that would set the stage for international 
development assistance for decades to come.  Finding success in rebuilding war-
torn European economies and societies, these agencies explicitly and very self-
consciously set about to apply the same practices to economies and societies in 
the “developing world.”  The original twenty nations that provided the monetary 
wherewithal for these efforts were the leading industrialized nations and 
wealthiest economies in the world at that time.   Now made up of thirty-four 
member nations, the OECD is the global institution that defines “donor nation” at 
the global level and sets the rules whereby donor nations report and administer 
the aid provided to “recipient nations” throughout the world. 
 
Since the birth of the OECD, many other organizations have emerged throughout 
the world that participate in the transnational institution of aid, including 
“official” bilateral and multilateral organizations, as well as “unofficial” or private 
voluntary organizations and non-governmental organizations.  Taken all together 
these aid organizations are “agents of globalization" acting on behalf of donor 
countries” (Jackson, 2005: 126)   The primary agendas of aid organizations are 
economic integration into the world economy and neo-liberalism, but these are 
not the only agendas.  As world polity theorists maintain, other “global cultural 
scripts” are promoted as well.  Within the institution of aid we see a “multiplicity 
of agendas” arranged in a hierarchy of importance depending on the donor 
countries’ shifting priorities and concerns.  These agendas can even be in conflict 
with one another without challenging the stable structure of the field itself 
(Jackson 2005). 
 
The institution of aid is transnational, which means it is neither “global” nor 
“national” nor “local.”  Rather, it creates “denationalized” spaces and “specialized 
assemblages as a new type of territoriality” (Sassen 2006, 2008).  As Sassen 
states:  “These institutions should rather be conceived of as powerful capabilities 
for the making of a new order—they are instruments, not the new order itself”  
(2008: 63).   Following Sassen and others, we can see that aid organizations in 
many ways are among the chief “architects” of the world political economy today.  
They are “globalizers,” ensuring that all nations and regions in the world become 
incorporated into both the global economy and world political norms.  As such, 
the institution of aid sits as the nexus between the global and the local, as well as 
the nexus between the polity and the economy.   
 
Within this nexus several important general observations can be made:  global 
agendas (donor agendas) tend to win out over local agendas most of the time;  
local agendas succeed inasmuch as they connect to global agendas (Jackson 
2005, see also e.g. Bob 2002; Swidler and Watkins 2009); local institutions in 
aid-recipient countries receive some benefits from participating in global 
agendas; the negative consequences of this interaction are downplayed by aid 
organizations and generally hidden by a “shiny veneer of beneficence” (Jackson 
2005: 12)  – the (often faulty) assumption that aid is by its very nature a practice 
of “helping,” “restoration,” and “progress.”  Finally, the greater benefits of the aid 
institution accrue to the donor countries that reap economic and political 
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rewards in return for their assistance packages.  These rewards have also 
remained largely hidden from view, though one may argue that they are 
becoming more apparent as new aid donors enter the fray (Jackson 2005). 
 
Aid agencies and the workers they employ are builders of the globalizing world 
political economy in large part due to the power they wield in the context of many 
recipient countries.  Though the extent of this power and influence varies from 
country to country (much greater in Honduras and Eritrea, much less in Peru and 
Thailand where current ODA flows are much smaller), and varies historically (aid 
to Costa Rica was high in the 1980s but has waned to almost nothing currently, 
while the heaviest aid flows to Afghanistan are a more recent phenomenon), the 
power of aid agencies in many contexts is important to understand.   
 
In a case study of the aid profession in Honduras, the mechanisms of authority 
and power that development agencies wield in aid-recipient societies were 
identified (Jackson 2005).  First, drawing on Anthony Giddens’ definition of 
power, aid agencies have “the capacity to intervene in a given set of events” and 
some of their power is predicated upon acting—upon inserting oneself (or one’s 
institution) into the social or political arena.  Second, power is built upon 
surveillance.  Using Escobar (1988, 1995) and Foucault (1979), it is easy to see 
how aid agencies conduct monitoring, research, and evaluation of every aspect of 
aid-recipient society in order to gather information and identify the “problems” 
or targets of intervention.  The ability of development organizations to subject 
developing nations to their “governor’s gaze” reveals the nature of their powerful 
position in these societies.  Third, these organizations create a multiplicity of 
blueprints and plans of action and, in so doing, engage in agenda setting.  This 
mechanism recognizes the observations made by Weber, Russell and Parsons 
who emphasized the extent to which power is based on intentional action, and 
the capacity to carry out “intended effects” or “goals.”  All large development 
agencies, in all recipient-nation contexts, possess formalized plans, objectives, 
strategies, programs and missions outlining very concrete and specific courses of 
action.  In so doing, they situate their activities as “governing” and position 
themselves as being involved in “running the country.”  Finally, putting a plan of 
action into effect requires garnering consent from local institutions by getting 
local participation and buy-in.  Building on Burawoy (1979) and Outhwaite and 
Bottomore’s interpretation of Arendt (1994), it is crucial to see how development 
agencies rely on the consent of local institutions and local professionals to put 
their plans into action.  Sometimes these local agencies have their own concerns 
and agendas that conflict with those of the globalizers.  In these situations, 
external agencies must promote their plans and encourage their acceptance 
through various means such as providing financial assistance, engaging in public 
relations campaigns, lobbying, or by conducting trainings, workshops, and 
coordination meetings.  International aid agencies spend a lot of time and money 
on “creating influence” and getting the “locals on board” (Jackson 2005; Watkins, 
Swidler, and Hannan 2012).   
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Who Are the “New Donors”? 
 
For a long time, the OECD was a select group, governed almost exclusively by 
those original twenty member nations who founded the organization in 1960.1  
Those member nations with the greatest influence and financial commitments 
created the Development Assistance Committee (DAC), a directorate within the 
OECD which reports and monitors “official development assistance” (ODA) 
worldwide, and sets the rules for its use.  In the 1970s and 80s, Japan, Finland, 
Australia and New Zealand became part of this donors club and, along with 
original members Greece, Luxembourg, Portugual and Spain, joined the DAC 
ruling body as well and became part of the transnational collective effort of 
managing “aid” worldwide, agreeing to help build “the capacity of developing 
countries to participate in the world economy.”   In short, they commit to help 
build the architecture of the world economy in the developing world.    
 
While some have only more recently become significant aid donors themselves, 
the member nations making up the OECD all take on significant economic and 
political responsibilities and, most would argue, all enjoy the significant 
economic and geo-political benefits as well (as will be discussed later in this 
paper).   Largely because of these benefits, other nations have sought to join the 
donors’ club through a very formalized OECD process known as “accession.”  
Donor nations that have joined the OECD in more recent years (after 1993) are 
typically considered “new donors” and include Mexico (1994), the Czech Republic 
(1995), Hungary (1996), Poland (1996), Korea (1996), the Slovak Republic 
(2000), Chile (2010), Slovenia (2010), Israel (2010), and Estonia (2010) (OECD 
2010a).   Most of these member nations are not, however, members of DAC2 or 
have only very recently3 become members.  These “new donors” do not all 
contribute significant amounts of aid to the developing world, but, as evident in 
Figure 3, their contributions are increasing and they are playing a greater role in 
the transnational institution of aid than was the case in the past. 
 
Furthermore, there are other “new donors” waiting in line to join the club.  
Russia began its efforts for accession to the OECD in 2006 (those efforts stalled 
with the crises in Crimea and the Ukraine).   The OECD launched accession 
discussions with Colombia and Latvia in 2013 and considered proposals to open 
accession discussions with Costa Rica and Lithuania in 2015.  These efforts to 
open up the “donors club” to a larger number of “developed” and “newly 
developed” countries caused the OECD Secretary-General to declare in 2010 that 
 
1 Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, 
United Kingdom, and United States. 
2 Mexico, Hungary, Chile, Israel, Estonia and founding member Turkey are not DAC 
members. 
3 Korea joined the DAC in 2010.  Iceland, Czech Republic, Poland, Slovak Republic, and 
Slovenia become members in 2013. 
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this once exclusive club is  “expanding its membership and its horizons” (OECD 
2010a) 
 
Such a declaration represents a growing awareness on the part of the OECD that 
many nations wish to experience the responsibilities and privileges associated 
with becoming members of the donors’ club, whether through joining the OECD 
or through becoming non-OECD aid donors themselves.  In 2007, the OECD 
devised a program called “enhanced engagement” to compliment its accession 
process and to reach out to some of the larger new aid donors that have not been 
a part of OECD and may have not directly expressed a desire for accession.  The 
program was “aimed at advancing the OECD’s relationship with five Key 
Partners, China, India, Brazil, Indonesia, and South Africa” (OECD 2010a) in 
particular and lays out a more specific process of preliminary positioning and 
assessment of mutual benefits in what the OECD now calls a “pre-accession 
contact phase.”    
 
Observers have noted the sensitive and potentially explosive political dynamics 
involved in these new developments, some claiming that countries such as China 
and India may be “too big and powerful” (Grocott 2012) to easily join the OECD 
without disrupting the established club’s rules and protocols dramatically. Others 
wonder if these nations might “go it alone” creating a “new aid paradigm” that 
could offer a direct challenge to the long-standing (and perhaps stale) practices of 
the Western aid apparatus, perhaps “changing the face of international 
cooperation” (OECD 2006).   More often, observers express doubt as to whether 
such nations are developed enough (Bencosme 2014, Grocott 2012) to accede to 
the OECD’s demands and standards and, with the exception of China perhaps, 
whether the relative small size of their contribution to the overall global aid pool 
can really make much of a difference at all (Chan 2010).  
 
What is important to recognize is that the list of nations becoming aid donors is 
growing (Figure 1 and Figure 2).  There are over two-dozen other countries whose 
names appear on OECD documents under the heading of “emerging donors.”  
Some of these countries, such as Malaysia, have submitted requests to be 
considered for OECD accession that have been turned down.  Most are currently 
engaging in various kinds of aid practices by contributing economic development 
assistance (either in cash, or through “aid-in-kind” disbursements) to other, less-
developed, countries.  This list includes some large contributors of foreign aid 
such as Saudi Arabia and Venezuela, but most contribute small amounts 
compared to their DAC counterparts.  Some of these donors, such as the so-called 
“Arab donors” like Kuwait, United Arab Emirates and the aforementioned Saudi 
Arabia have been giving aid since the 1960s and early 70s, always outside of 
OECD frameworks and monitoring.  Most, however, are very recent participants 
in the aid business such as Taiwan, Cyprus, Thailand, Liechtenstein, and 
Romania.  
 
The OECD recognizes the growing importance of either more carefully and 
deliberately bringing these new donors into the fold by encouraging them to 
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pursue accession and follow established OECD rules and standards of mutual 
cooperation and transparency (referred to as “harmonisation”) or by more clearly 
distinguishing and delineating between the “DAC donors” and those non-OECD 
donors who fail to adhere to DAC norms, fearing that DAC standards may be “at 
risk” if too many donors operate outside of the OECD (OECD 2004, 2006, 2010a, 
2010b; Zimmerman and Smith 2011). 
 
Furthermore, numerous countries that are defined by the OECD as “developing 
countries” are increasingly participating in foreign assistance with other 
developing nations in what the OECD and others have come to term “south-
south” cooperation.  This list includes many important donors already mentioned 
such as China, Brazil, Venezuela and India but also contains Egypt, Argentina, 
Singapore and Tunisia.  Some of this south-south cooperation involves the 
provision of professional consultants from one so-called developing country to 
another in partnership with a more traditional wealthy DAC member nation in 
what is called “triangular development cooperation” (OECD 2010a).  But the 
mere fact that developing nations are getting involved in the export of foreign 
assistance to other countries implies that the there is something to be gained by 
everyone in the aid business.   
 
In 2008, the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) released a 
report examining these developments in which it concluded that not only are 
these new forms of international cooperation significant in terms of their 
consequences for the countries in which these projects are carried out, but more 
to the point, that these “southern donors” have a very different set of principles 
and priorities that stand in stark contrast to the long standing protocols of the 
OECD.  In fact, these “southern donors are uncomfortable with reporting to the 
DAC because it is seen as a ’Northern club’, which may not always be open to 
specific South-South initiatives that do not fit into the [DAC’s] current agenda…” 
(ECOSOC 2008:9)  In other words, ECOSOC recognizes that these new southern 
donors may have a development outlook that differs from, and even challenges, 
the western aid hegemony.  ECOSOC recommends creating a “North-South 
dialogue process” in order to develop an agreed upon definition of ODA and to 
create greater “harmonization and coordination” among established (North) and 
newer (south) aid donors.   As a matter of fact, ECOSOC’s list of “donors” that 
should be invited to such a dialogue reaches much further than any list of 
emerging donors on the OECD’s radar, and includes Iran, Qatar, Libya, Algeria, 
Bahrain, Cuba, Morocco, Nigeria and Pakistan.  The report also highlights the 
growing importance of new multilateral donors such as the Arab Bank for 
Economic Development in Africa, the Islamic Development Bank, the OPEC 
Fund for International Development, the Bank of the South, and an APEC-based 
ASEAN Development Bank.  Shortly after the 2008 ECOSOC report, the OECD 
created its own “task-team” and released its own report on south-south and 
triangular cooperation efforts in 2010 (2010a). 
 
While there are some difficulties in acquiring reliable data reporting the actual 
amounts of aid currently given by emerging donors, I have created estimates 
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based on various sources (Brautigam 2009 and 2011; Cabral 2010; Callan, Blak 
and Thomas 2013; Chan 2010; The Economist 2010 and 2011; ECOSOC 2008; 
IDRC 2008, 2008a,b,c,d and e; Jayawickrama 2010; ODI 2010; OECD 2011; 
Provost 2011; Putz 2007; Walz and Ramachadran 2011; Woods 2008; 
Zimmerman and Smith 2011) to present a general picture of these new aid flows 
(Figures 3 and 4).   Since 1980, ODA from emerging donors has risen from 
approximately $2 billion dollars to approximately $18 billion, though some 
scholars estimate that the actual number may be as high as $41 billion (Walz and 
Ramachandran 2011:7).  “Put another way, non-DAC donors give somewhere 
between eight and thirty-one percent of the global gross ODA” (Walz and 
Ramachandran 2011: 6).    
 
Understanding the Emergence of New Donors 
 
Why are emerging donors stepping in?  While there have been few sociologists 
studying this issue to date, other scholars and observers of the development 
profession have begun to address this question.   In 2008, international relations 
scholar Ngaire Woods argued that this “silent revolution… in development 
assistance” was occurring largely due to the failures of the “Western aid regime” 
(Woods 2008:1205-6).   First of all, established donors are not providing enough 
aid to developing nations (and not even as much as promised).   Most OECD 
member nations fail to adhere to their own standard of 0.7% of GDP and aid 
overall is not increasing significantly (1213).  Second, Woods claims that 
structural adjustment policies were largely a failure and nations are looking for 
other sources of assistance that are free from the damaging conditionality 
imposed by DAC donors and the IMF (1216).  Third, she concludes that Western 
donors have the wrong attitude towards their role and towards their aid-recipient 
partners.  To support her claim, she cites former President of Botwana, Festus 
Mogae who said “I find that the Chinese treat us as equals.  The West treats us as 
former subjects” (1217).  Fourth, she makes a strong argument that the Western 
aid regime is too convoluted and dysfunctional.  Here she documents the layers 
and layers of policies and protocols inherent in the Bretton Woods institutions 
and the OECD as well as the “dizzying array” of organizations “creating a 
cacophony of donors” that make coordination and harmonization so difficult, 
particularly for local officials in aid-recipient countries (1218-19).   The result is 
that Western donors have failed “to deliver on better coordination and 
alignment” (1219).   A fifth reason cited by Woods is that there is really no 
incentive for emerging donors to join the Western aid regime or to attempt to 
reform it:  “They do not have enough voice or influence to make it worth their 
while to attempt to improve the running of the multilateral system” (1219).  The 
OECD and the World Bank, in particular, are slow to consider a more inclusive 
system.  The end result, she argues, is an aid architecture in crisis:   
The international development assistance regime in which established 
donors work is suffering multiple stresses… In Africa and elsewhere, 
governments needing development assistance are skeptical of promises of 
more aid, wary of conditionalities associated with aid, and fatigued by the 
heavily bureaucratic and burdensome systems used for delivering aid.  
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Small wonder that the emerging donors are being welcomed with open 
arms. (1220) 
 
Furthermore, Woods and others have observed that many of the new donors may 
have a significant competitive advantage as aid providers to developing countries:  
they have their own successes to tout.  As newly developed or developing nations 
themselves, emerging donors can position themselves in a much more attractive 
position vis-à-vis their aid-recipient partners.  As the Botswana President’s 
statement above attests, they can emphasize a less exploitative, more egalitarian 
partnership than the established wealthy donors -- many of whom are former 
colonial or neo colonial super-powers— are able to achieve.  While we must take 
such statements with a grain of salt due to the fact that this is someone who has 
significant political motivation to make such a statement, Woods’ insight is 
nevertheless an important one in terms of how aid from new donors is perceived, 
particularly in the developing world. 
 
So how do the new emerging aid donors fit into this already-established 
transnational institution of aid? Ngaire Woods calls this a “silent revolution.”  
She says,  
“because emerging donors are not overtly attempting to overturn rules or 
replace them.  Rather, by quietly offering alternatives to aid-receiving 
countries, they are introducing competitive pressures into the existing 
system. They are weakening the bargaining position of western donors in 
respect of aid-receiving countries” (1221) 
International development and comparative politics scholar Deborah Brautigam 
arrives at very similar conclusions in her groundbreaking work on Chinese aid in 
Africa (2009).  Of central importance to Brautigam is to understand the reasons 
why China has been so successful, so quickly, in creating development 
partnerships and providing economic assistance to African nations.   First, she 
offers a scathing critique of Western aid in Africa which has been a clear failure, 
in her view (11).  Despite fifty years of traditional OECD donor efforts in Africa, 
there has been little success and African nations, she claims, are desperately 
seeking alternative models.  One of the main reasons China is investing so heavily 
in development efforts throughout Africa has been because the Western donors 
are simply not meeting the demand for aid, nor have they been able to 
demonstrate a successful model, according to Brautigam (13). 
 
In contrast, China has become a “model for prosperity” in Africa according to 
Brautigam.  Chinese developers are “very attractive to Africans as prosperous, 
confident leaders” (10).   It could very well be the case that China currently has a 
competitive advantage over Western aid agencies in offering development advice 
and in coordinating donor-recipient investment opportunities.  African leaders 
are tired of the “old model” and are very eager to try the new one. 
 
Related to this second point is the very significant observation made by 
Brautigam regarding China’s credibility in selling “anti-poverty planning” and 
implementing development efforts as a “developing country itself” (9).   In twenty 
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years, China reduced its own poverty rate from 53% (1981) to 8% (2001) and can 
point to its own development as an example of what its development programs 
can achieve.   Could it be the case that China is better able to offer anti-poverty 
programs that are more well-suited to the developing world than the wealthy 
industrialized nations are?  Brautigam believes this to be the case and claims that 
the established donors are going to have a difficult time arguing otherwise. 
 
Another observation made by Brautigam is that China is creating a new model of 
development assistance that is quite different from the traditional OECD “official 
development assistance” model.  China offers a “different kind of aid” (11) 
emphasizing infrastructure, industry and University scholarships which, 
according to her, “goes beyond ODA” to include complex “packages” of grants, 
loans, trade credits, and commercial investments (14).  If these kinds of aid 
packages become more attractive to recipient nations in the future, perhaps the 
Chinese model could lead to a radical reform of Western aid paradigms in 
accordance with the emerging Chinese approach (11).  This would be quite 
different from what the OECD nations hope for (and expect) due to the fact that 
most of their published reports declare the need to bring China into the OECD 
fold, not the other way around (e.g. OECD 2010a, Zimmerman and Smith 2011). 
 
Finally, she argues that Chinese entrepreneurship is more tied to public sector 
planning and emphasizes the important role of the state than is typical of 
Western entrepreneurial endeavors in the developing world.  Chinese 
development initiatives, therefore, are more of a “mix of market and plan” 
(Brautigam 2009:9).  China may be more capable of filling the “interstitial space” 
between economy and politics referred to earlier and may be better suited to 
“planned economic development” overall as a result. 
 
What is the reaction in the West? 
 
Brautigam makes another observation that deserves mention.   She writes that 
(Western) media reports about Chinese aid in Africa are dominated by rumors 
and speculation regarding the nature of Chinese development efforts and seem to 
indicate a widespread alarmism, fear and loathing towards the Chinese among 
those in the traditional donor societies such as the United States.  There are many 
who claim that the Chinese model represents a kind of “rogue aid” that fails to 
adhere to established world protocols and could be potentially dangerous, or at 
least highly exploitative, to the developing world (277).  Western pundits often 
point to the pure “self-interest” of the Chinese investing in oil and other basic 
extractive industries in Africa simply to fuel its own economic growth.  This 
construction of China as exploitative colonizer or parasite is not an entirely new 
one (and is certainly familiar to development scholars since at least the days of 
dependency theory) but the foe is new.  And the irony is probably lost on those 
Western pundits that they are making the same criticism of Chinese aid that 
critics of the Western aid apparatus (primarily scholars from the developing 
world) have been making for years.  In this way, it is important to note how the 
current debates regarding emerging donors such as China are perhaps laying 
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bare the realities of the donor benefits associated with aid that are central to 
international development assistance overall (Jackson 2005:17-18).  China is not 
doing anything new, but Western observers may be seeing this exploitative side of 
aid for the first time as they examine “the other.” 
 
Other reactions within the western media to the dramatic growth of Chinese 
development efforts include pleas for the West to “step up its game” in the new 
“flat world” (Friedman 2005) so that nations like the United States and Germany 
are not left behind or surpassed by the BRICs.  Others have called for the current 
club of donor nations to “open the doors” to invite new donors to engage with 
established donors, and to develop strategies of donor “enlargement.” (OECD 
2004, 2010a)  The greatest concern here often seems to be to encourage 
transparency and collect data.  It would seem that China’s tendency to keep its 
development assistance information close to the vest is of greatest concern here 
and observers of development aid are attempting to “encourage new donors to 
adopt established donor practices.” (OECD, 2010a).  Finally, some have even 
made a call to “build a new development architecture” entirely, one that 
dramatically reforms the existing models in favor of new ones built through “new 
international forums” that have yet to exist (OECD, 2010b). 
 
Where is the Macrosociological Analysis? 
 
An overview of the recent scholarly literature on new and emerging aid donors 
indicates a need for sociological theorizing and macro-level analysis.  While 
Woods and Brautigam and others have contributed greatly to our understanding 
of the new aid donors, their accounts lack clear theoretical frames that situate 
what is happening within the current debates on globalization and the role of aid 
within the global political economy.  What we know about emerging donors up to 
now is predominately based upon the work of journalists, economists, business 
economists, international relations scholars, public policy scholars, and, of 
course, development agency practitioners themselves.  Therefore, this paper will 
conclude by highlighting a few points of analysis based upon the recent 
theoretical and empirical work done by sociologists with regard to aid and its role 
in the global economy.  We will now return to the theoretical discussion from the 
start of the paper to address the questions:  What is going on here, why are 
emerging donors entering the aid business?  And what is the future of the OECD 
apparatus? 
  
With regard to the first question, drawing upon world-systems theory and world 
polity theory, it seems clear that the transnational institution of aid exists 
because growing economies need greater global economic integration to continue 
their growth.  Growing economies need raw materials, labor, new markets and 
investment opportunities and developing countries can provide all of these.  The 
economic politics of aid are a mechanism that creates the conditions in which 
donor countries can foster access to all of these things.  Western aid donors such 
as Japan, Germany, France and the United States utilized development assistance 
to build their global economic hegemony during the post-war years.  Rapidly 
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growing economies such as Hungary, Greece, Turkey, Korea, India, Brazil, Russia 
and China want in on the same opportunities and benefits that playing the aid 
game provides.  “Official development assistance” creates international ties 
between donor and recipient nations and fosters transnational business 
partnerships, largely to the benefit of the donor nation.  Aid, in this sense, is a 
donor-nation “investment” in its own global economic aspirations.  While aid is 
hidden behind the shiny veneer of beneficence of “rich helping poor” it is, in fact, 
a donor-nation practice designed to serve as a subsidy for donor-nation-based 
enterprises.  United States provision of millions of dollars of ODA to Honduras to 
help build a new hydroelectric dam under the auspices of “developing the 
Honduran energy sector” return to U.S. enterprises in the form of “aid-tied” 
contracts to U.S. dam building companies.  A German contribution of $14 million 
of mixed ODA and credit to Honduras returns to the German firm ABG 
Telefunken to purchase four generators and equipment worth almost exactly the 
same amount. (Jackson 2005:166)  New donors like China are simply doing the 
same thing that the old donors have been doing for over fifty years:  use public 
monies collected by national governments and given to recipient nations in the 
form of ODA to promote the economic (and geopolitical) interests of those 
national governments.  Aid is the catalyst of globalization in the developing world 
and fosters transnational economic cooperation to the benefit of powerful 
enterprises largely based in the donor nations.  Aid-recipient nations do receive 
some benefit from these transnational arrangements, but the larger benefits 
accrue to the donor countries (Jackson 2005). 
 
Secondly, in line with world polity theory, new donors are building cultural 
capital within the world polity arena.  Giving aid becomes part of the “cultural 
toolkit” (Swidler 1986) for these new donors as they seek to gain political benefits 
by distinguishing themselves as part of the donors club and by emulating the aid 
practices of the historically wealthier nations, consistent with the world-polity 
concept of “isomorphism” (Scott and Meyer 1994). 
 
Furthermore, aid fosters transnational connections and networks between real 
human beings working within large bureaucratic organizations, both private and 
public.  ODA plays an important role, therefore, in building transnational 
organizational linkages that set the stage for these economic politics to emerge in 
the first place.  As world polity theorists have maintained, the rules for the global 
economy are based in common understandings, policies, frameworks and recipes 
known as “world cultural scripts” (Meyer et. al. 1997).   These include legal 
frameworks, international weights and measures standards, and other 
international conventions and treaties that together lay the bureaucratic 
underpinnings of global economic trades and transactions.  Often conceived of as 
part of the “role of the state” within development scholarship, these 
organizational norms and protocols allow for the efficient interface of firms, 
enterprises and government agencies at the transnational level and are 
inextricably linked to global economic phenomenon.  Aid occupies the interstitial 
space between “the market” and “the state” which can be better understood as an 
example of how global capitalism is embedded in modern bureaucratic structures 
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(Sjoberg 1999).    Within these structures of “bureaucratic capitalism,” higher 
education and “expertise” both play an extremely important role as the managers 
and planners of complex transnational projects must employ state-of-the-art 
technologies, professional experts in myriad fields, and global communications 
networks in order to effectively carry out their goals.  Aid can serve (and often 
does serve) as a “global expert brokerage service” which is utilized by both 
recipient (where the experts are in demand) and donor (where the experts are 
looking for work) nations.   When China uses aid to grant university scholarships 
to would-be African engineers for them to study at Chinese universities, they are 
not only fostering the development goal of “training experts” for aid recipient 
nations in Africa, but they are also fostering the long term health of the institutes 
of higher education in China and building constructive relationships with future 
leaders of the countries receiving these scholarships.  It would appear that China 
may even understand this reality better than the traditional OECD donors 
because, according to some observers, Chinese aid packages place more emphasis 
on these kinds of university training programs (Brautigam 2009:158).   
 
In terms of the second question regarding the future of the Western aid regime, 
there are a number of facets to consider.  First, do the new donors represent an 
“alternative” to the Western aid regime (i.e.  Is this South-South aid as opposed 
to North-South)?  Or, in the framework of field theory, do new donors such as 
China create the conditions where the development "field" becomes "unsettled" 
as is the case "if the relative power of actors is equalized, then there is a 
possibility for a good deal of jockeying for advantage... and the very existence and 
structure of [the field] is up for grabs" (Fligstein and McAdam, 2012:12) 
 
 Based on the evidence to this point, it appears that that is not the case.   New 
donors are largely participating in the same transnational institution as 
established donors and, with few exceptions, are largely conforming to Western 
(OECD) frameworks and protocols.  This is the case for the large majority of new 
donors.  As for the exceptions, there are some donors (such as Venezuela and 
China, for example) that position themselves as what field theory calls 
"challengers" that "occupy less privilged niches with the field and ordinarily wield 
little influence over its operation" that remains under the disproportionate 
influence of the "incumbents" -- the traditional Western aid providers "who wield 
disproportionate influence... and whose interests and views tend to be heavily 
reflected in the... field." (Fligstein and McAdam, 2012: 13)  When one examines 
the new donor activities sociologically, it becomes clear that they are 
participating in the transnational institution of aid in an almost identical fashion 
to the established aid donors:  seeking economic benefits for themselves by 
providing aid to less-advantaged nations (i.e. North to South, not South to 
South).  It could be argued further that the so-called “South-South” form of aid 
that they claim to administer may simply be their own version of the shiny veneer 
of beneficence… a nice-sounding public relations message that gives them claim 
to legitimacy and moral authority to intervene and participate in the affairs of 
another sovereign nation.    
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Part of the analytical problem here may be with the terms “global north” and 
“global south” in the first place.   “South-south” aid implies the notion of the poor 
helping the poor, but we may need to rethink the concepts of global south and 
global north within sociology (Jackson et al. 2016).  Historically these terms have 
emerged as alternatives or euphemisms for long-established dichotomous 
concepts such as “developed vs. developing” or “core vs. periphery.”  However, as 
Judy Aulette has stated: 
Although the terms Global North and South are widely used—
perhaps they are even the dominant terms used by Southern 
scholars—they have not yet been theorized extensively.… North and 
South, on the one hand, quickly capture a critical cleavage within 
the global political economy, but they do not tell us about the gaps 
within the North and South by social class and among various 
nations within each category.  Many people in the North are poor 
and oppressed, and every nation in the South includes those who 
are wealthy and powerful. (Aulette 2012:1548) 
 
Sociological scholarship has begun to eschew such dualism by calling us to 
examine global political economy using more granular, and multiscalar 
epistemologies.  “Global south” can be thought of outside of nation-state 
categories, for example.  And various scholars have encouraged us to explore the 
world economy in ways that move us beyond “nation state centrism” (Robinson 
2004:88) and allow us to consider “other containers of development” (Brewer 
2011:312) at both the transnational (regional or global) as well as subnational 
(states, counties, and districts) levels.  Re-defining the “global south” in this way 
we can see it as a  
“a conceptual framework used to observe the contingent and 
interconnected pockets of poverty, gender inequality, and racism 
throughout the world, including the so-called “wealthy nations,” one that 
attends to the importance of local context and privileges the perspectives 
of the subordinate and subaltern in the production of knowledge” (Jackson 
et al. 2012). 
 
 
Examining the aid provided by new donors such as China from this perspective 
brings into sharper focus the reality of Chinese aid as being far removed from 
“poor helping poor.”  For example, a list of recent Chinese aid efforts in Central 
America reveals two substantial canal/cross-country rail projects in Nicaragua 
($40 billion) and Honduras ($20 billion) being carried out by Chinese 
construction firms HKND Group and China Harbor Engineering Co. respectively; 
a $300 million dollar telecommunication satellite project in Nicaragua carried 
out by the Great Wall Corp.; and a $295 million dollar hydroelectric dam effort in 
Honduras conducted by Chinese dam construction giant ICBC.  Current Chinese 
aid efforts in Uganda include a proposed $2 billion dollar hydroelectric dam 
project on the Nile river and a $580 million dollar, 30-mile, four-lane expressway 
connecting the capital city of Kampala to the Entebbe International Airport that 
was funded in part by a $350 million loan from the Export Import Bank of China 
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(Chexim) and built by a Chinese contractor, China Communications Construction 
Co. Ltd (Biryabarema 2018).  These aid activities much more closely resemble the 
established practices of the “global north” than they do “poor helping poor” as 
wealthy interests in China pursue the interests of wealthy companies and their 
investors in China by working in conjunction with local elites in Central 
American and African countries.  These local elites are actually pockets of the 
“global north” in the developing world or what Robinson calls the “transnational 
fraction of the local bourgeoisie” (2004) working to pursue mutually beneficial 
global economic transactions.  This is why “South-South aid” is often a 
misnomer.  It would be more accurate to say that China (and India, and Brazil 
and others) are participating in the “global north” institution of aid.  Their 
government officials, entrepreneurs and other elite groups are organizing 
transnationally and engaging in the global north practice of development 
assistance in a way that fosters their own geo-political and economic interests.  
New donors are simply subsidizing their own globalizing industries and pursuing 
opportunities for their own rapidly growing economies, just like the so-called 
“Northern” countries have been doing for decades. 
 
That said, will development aid as an institution become more sensitive to the 
needs of the poor because it is being increasingly administered by nations that 
have higher levels of poverty themselves?  This is an open empirical question and 
while some observers have noted some differences in the practice of new donors, 
more research will need to be conducted on this matter before we can arrive at a 
clear answer. 
 
Do new donors offer more suitable development strategies with fewer strings 
attached?  Are they more attuned to local needs and more sensitive to local 
sovereignty?  Again, while some observers claim this to be the case, it is much too 
early in the history of these emerging donor practices to be able to say for certain.  
This is another open empirical question that future researchers should examine 
closely by studying the activities of new donors in developing contexts 
throughout the world. 
 
And what about the fears of Western media pundits who ask whether new donors 
will eventually supplant the Western aid regime?   This is clearly an open 
question as well.  By way of conclusion, I would like to offer several final 
observations regarding “the future of aid” in these regards. 
 
The Future of the OECD Aid Apparatus 
 
First, it is important to recognize that most new donors are easily assimilating 
into the established institution of aid and the OECD.  Some, such as Russia, have 
been left out of this system for a long time and others, such as Korea, are quite 
new.  All appear to be quite eager to join the “donors’ club” and enjoy the benefits 
that such membership provides.  In the foreseeable future, we can therefore very 
reasonably expect further “enlargement” of the transnational institution of aid 
with a greater number of donor countries participating in established aid 
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practices and a larger array of donors becoming active in aid-recipient nations.  
For the first forty years, the Western aid regime was made up of about twenty 
donors  (approximately ten percent of the world’s nations).  Currently, about one-
third of the worlds’ nations are “donor nations” in some form or another.  This 
enlargement of the aid apparatus will grow further in the next fifty years, but 
most of these new donors will likely conform to the established programmes and 
standards of the OECD, even as they may achieve some small level of reform of 
those standards and protocols.  Some have called for new international forums 
that may enable such reforms to come about more readily (Walz and 
Ramachandran 2011:24) but it remains to be seen whether such initiatives are in 
the interest of the most powerful donor nations and if they would agree to 
participate in re-writing the established rules of the club. 
 
Therefore, second, new donors may mark the beginning of the end of Western aid 
hegemony, but not the end of the Western aid apparatus.  We might be able to 
imagine a world where China and India, for example, are the largest aid donors in 
fifty years, surpassing the aid contributions of Germany and even the United 
States.  But this does not mean that Western aid will die out, it will simply mean 
that Western aid will become a more diverse and broadly inclusive transnational 
institution.  As greater numbers of donors participate in the institution, we may 
expect that the policies created and maintained by the OECD, for example, will 
become more entrenched as international standards for aid become universal 
and banal.  Based on the scholarship to date, it is not likely that we will see major 
reforms in these protocols unless some unforeseen conflict or disaster were to 
occur within the world of development.  Nevertheless, these policies could face 
significant reform and may change if the power politics of those driving the 
institution should change. 
 
Third, there are some emerging donors (China, Venezuela, and even Iran, for 
example) that represent a new challenge to the institution of aid itself.  China at 
one time considered joining the OECD but now appears to prefer to operate 
autonomously.  While there are many similarities to established aid practices, 
these “alternative donors” may mean increasing competition within the aid 
regime and Western donors may be faced, for the first time in their history, with a 
challenge to their official development assistance monopoly.  This may represent 
what field theory calls a new "episode of contention" which is "a period of 
emergent, sustained contentious interaction between actors utilizing new and 
innovative forms of action vis-a-vis one another" (Fligstein and McAdam, 
2012:21).  If the new alternative aid model (or models) find success in the 
developing world among aid-recipient nations, we may see the incumbents make 
appeals to "the status quo in an effort to try to stabilize the situation" (22).  This 
is already observable in many of the current OECD efforts.  We may also see 
attempts at reform and even “borrowing” by the OECD and established aid 
donors (isomorphism and diffusion working in new directions) as "perceived 
threats and opportunities generally change the consciousness of field actors." 
(22)  This typically leads to the incumbents' attempt to "reconstite the old order" 
which seems like a more likely outcome than a growing rift or great conflict 
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between the new and old donors.  Yet Fligstein and McAdam also state that in 
"rare instances... oppositional logics may carry the day as challengers successfully 
sustain mobilization and slowly being to institutionalize new practices and rules."    
Whether the status quo is reasserted within the aid apparatus or whether the 
"field begins to gravitate toward a new settlement of rules and norms" (22) is 
really too soon to say.  
 
One thing is certain in this regard that is relevant for development scholars:  the 
lack of reliable data on these new donors who do not always disclose their aid 
practices in a transparent manner.  In addition, we should caution against 
framing these new alternative donors as “south-south” aid.  If these new donor 
practices are examined closely it is clear that these aid practices, while politically 
provocative to the Western powers, are, in fact “elite-to-elite” economic politics 
and not “poor to poor” counterhegemonic practices. 
 
Fourth, it is very interesting that the increased interest in the new donors of 
foreign assistance have laid bare the aid apparatus for what it is and have 
"expos[e] rules that had been taken for granted, calling into question the 
perceived benefits of those rules" (Fligstein and McAdam 2012: 22)  It is an 
economic politics designed to benefit donors.  More donors want in on the game 
and while Western journalists may wring their hands at the “predations” of the 
Chinese aid business, for example, they are really only seeing the realities of aid 
overall--including the practices of Western donors-- for the first time. 
 
Fifth, and most importantly, the transnational institution of aid will continue to 
play a primary role in shaping global political and economic integration.  Rather 
than development assistance waning in the next fifty years (as many have 
predicted, erroneously in my view), aid could be of increasing global importance 
as more donors enter the "strategic action field" and recipient nations face 
greater complexity in negotiating the new terrain.   
 
Therefore, emerging donors are a significant research opportunity for 
development sociologists.  We do not have enough research, enough data, nor 
enough understanding of what the new donors are doing.4  Yet there are 
numerous “new” agencies and coalitions of agencies that are worthy of study and 
sociological analysis:  The UN’s Group of 77, The UN Special Unit for South-
South Cooperation (which includes the High Level Committee on South-South 
Cooperation, the Global South-South Development Academy, the Global South-
South Development Expo, the South-South Global Assets and Technology 
Exchange), and the OECD’s Task Team on South-South Cooperation, just to 
name a few.  Furthermore, sociologists should explore the list of over forty new 
donor nations, each with their own bilateral aid agencies, foreign assistance 
priorities and unique historical relationships to the developing world.  Studying 
each of these new donors and trying to identify the complex networks that form 
as a result of the increasing transnational economic and political arrangements 
 
4 Deborah Brautigam’s website lists nine research ideas on Chinese aid alone. 
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that are being created each year provides us with much work to do and many 
opportunities to be taken.    
 
What may the distant future hold?  Given the trend of an increasing number of 
nations joining the OECD and/or contributing development assistance, it is 
possible that in the next fifty years the number of countries in the world giving 
aid may actually surpass the number receiving aid.  The number on the list now is 
approaching sixty or seventy nations with donor activities.  We may arrive soon 
at an “aid donor tipping point” of one hundred or more (over half the world’s 
nations). The corollary to this growing world “donor space” is, of course, a 
shrinking world “recipient space.”  The “North” becomes larger than the “South” 
for the first time in human history.  A future in which there are more donors than 
recipients, in turn, could create greater competition among donors over the 
shrinking global space in need of aid.  This would result in a “race to the bottom” 
of an entirely different variety than what is typically discussed!  Donors of 
development assistance could be subsequently overwhelming the spaces “in need 
of development” with greater and greater attention and resources.  For the more 
optimistic among us, such an “aid donor tipping point” could begin the final 
sustained and accelerated effort to eradicate global spaces of poverty throughout 
the world – including, maybe, those remaining “pockets of poverty” in the “global 
north” (lest we forget the development needs in places like the Mississippi delta 
and inner-city Detroit).   For the more pessimistic (and perhaps ecologically-
minded) among us, however, such a process could certainly mean “the near 
culmination of the centuries-long process of capitalism’s extensive enlargement” 
(Robinson 2004: 7) and an acceleration of the Faustian tragedy in which 
“development authorities everywhere have accumulated powers that are 
enormous, uncontrolled and all too often lethal” (Berman 1982: 75). 
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Figure 4:  New and Emerging Donors, 1980-2010 
 
 
Jackson   China and New Donors of Development Assistance  
Reconsidering Development  25 
REFERENCES 
 
Aulette, Judy.  2012.  “North-South.” The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of 
Globalization, edited by George Ritzer.  West Sussex, UK:  Blackwell 
Publishing. 
Bencosme, Melanie.  2014.  “Colombia needs to reform education, inequality to 
meet OECD standards.” Weblog posted on June 26, 2014, 
http://colombiareports.co/colombias-latest-step-education-oecd/ . 
Accessed on June 26, 2014. 
Berman, Marshall.  1982.  All That is Solid Melts Into Air:  The Experience of 
Modernity.  New York: Simon and Schuster. 
Biryabarema, Elias.  2018.  “Chinese-built expressway divides Uganda as debts 
mount,” Reuters.com Business News, January 31, 2018, 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-uganda-road/chinese-built-
expressway-divides-uganda-as-debts-mount-idUSKBN1FK0V1 . Accessed 
on Aug 14, 2019. 
Bob, Clifford.  2002.  “Political Process Theory and Transnational Movements: 
Dialectics of Protest among Nigeria's Ogoni Minority.”  Social Problems 
49(3): 395-415. 
Boli, John and Thomas, George M., eds.  1997.  World Polity Formation since 
1875:  World Culture and International Non-Governmental 
Organizations.  Stanford:  Stanford University Press. 
Bourdieu, Pierre.  2001.  “Uniting to Better Dominate.”  Items and Issues, 2 no. 
3-4 (Winter): 1-6. 
Brautigam, Deborah.  2009.  The Dragon’s Gift: The Real Story of China in 
Africa. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Bräutigam, Deborah.  2011.  "Aid 'With Chinese Characteristics': Chinese Foreign 
Aid and Development Finance Meet the OECD-DAC Aid Regime." Journal 
Of International Development 23(5): 752-764.  
Brewer, Benjamin.  2011.  “Global Commodity Chains & World Income 
Inequalities:  The Missing Link of Inequality and the ‘Upgrading’ 
Paradox.”   Journal of World Systems Research 17(2):308-327. 
http://sites.jmu.edu/benbrewer/files/2011/06/Brewer-vol17n2.pdf 
Retrieved June 20, 2013. 
Burowoy, Michael.  1979.  Manufacturing Consent: Changes in the Labor 
Process Under Monopoly Capitalism.  Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press. 
Block, Fred. 2001.  “Using social theory to leap over historical contingencies: A 
comment on Robinson.” Theory and Society, 30:215-221. 
Cabral, Lidia. 2010. “Brazil’s development cooperation with the South: a global 
model in waiting.” ODI Weblog, posted on July 22, 2010, 
  26 
http://www.odi.org/opinion/4952-brazils-development-cooperation-
south-global-model-waiting . Accessed on November 7, 2011. 
Callan, Paul, Jasmin Blak, and Andria Thomas.  2013.  “Mapping the Landscape 
of Emerging Aid Donors.” Weblog, http://dalberg.com/blog/?p=1789 . 
Accessed on June 16, 2014. 
Chan, Jonathan.  2010.  “Brazil gives as much aid as Canada and Sweden? Maybe 
not…” Weblog, posted on July 29, 2010, http://aiddata.org/blog/brazil-
gives-as-much-aid-as-canada-and-sweden-maybe-not . Accessed on 
October 6, 2011. 
Chandy, Laurence, and Homi Kharas. 2011. "Why Can't We All Just Get Along? 
The Practical Limits to International Development Cooperation." Journal 
Of International Development 23(5): 739-751 
The Economist.  2010.  “Brazil’s foreign-aid programme: Speak softly and carry a 
blank cheque.” July 15, 2010. http://www.economist.com/node/16592455 
. Accessed on August 11, 2011. 
The Economist. 2011. “Aid 2.0: India is thinking about setting up its own aid 
agency. Why should others give aid to India?” Aug 13, 2011. 
http://www.economist.com/node/21525899 . Accessed on November 7, 
2011. 
ECOSOC.  2008.   Background Study for the Development Cooperation Forum:  
Trends in South-South and triangular development cooperation.  UN. 
http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/docs/pdfs/south-south_cooperation.pdf . 
Accessed on October 9, 2011. 
Escobar, Arturo.  1988.  "Power and Visibility:  Development and the Invention 
and Management of the Third World."  Cultural Anthropology 3(4):  428-
443. 
Escobar, Arturo.  1995.  Encountering Development:  The Making and 
Unmaking of the Third World.  Princeton:  Princeton University Press. 
Esteva, Gustavo.  1992.  "Development" in The Development Dictionary:  A 
Guide to Knowledge as Power, edited by Wolfgang Sachs.  London:  Zed 
Books. 
Evans, Peter. 1995. Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial 
Transformation. Princeton University Press. 
Fligstein, Neil and Doug McAdam. 2012.  A Theory of Fields.  Oxford:  Oxford 
University Press. 
Foucault, Michel.  1977.  Discipline and Punish.  New York:  Vintage. 
Friedman, Thomas L.  2005.  The World is Flat:  A Brief History of the Twenty-
First Century.  Farrar, Straus & Giroux. 
Goldfrank, Walter.  2001.  “Rational kernels in a mystical shell: A comment on 
Robinson.” Theory and Society, 30:211-213 
New Donors of Development Assistance 
 27 
Grocott, Jack.  2012.  “COMMENT: Why India is not ready to join the OECD.” 
International Tax Review, February 27, 2012. 
http://www.internationaltaxreview.com/Article/2989810/COMMENT-
Why-India-is-not-ready-to-join-the-OECD.html .  Accessed on June 19, 
2014. 
IDRC.  2008a.  Emerging Donors in International Development Assistance:  A 
Synthesis Report.  Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
IDRC.  2008b.  Emerging Donors in International Development Assistance:  
The Brazil Case.  Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
IDRC.  2008c.  Emerging Donors in International Development Assistance:  The 
China Case.  Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
IDRC.  2008d.  Emerging Donors in International Development Assistance:  
The India Case.  Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
IDRC.  2008e.  Emerging Donors in International Development Assistance:  The 
South Africa Case.  Ottawa: International Development Research Centre. 
Jackson, Jeffrey T.  2005.  The Globalizers:  Development Workers in Action.  
Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Jackson, Jeffrey T., Kirsten Dellinger, Kathryn McKee and Annette Trefzer.  
2016.  “Interdisciplinary Perspectives on the Global South and Global 
North,” The Sociology of Development Handbook, edited by Gregory 
Hooks.  Oakland:  University of California Press. 
Jayawickrama, Sherine. 2010.  “Foreign Aid as ‘Soft Power’ (in India, Brazil and 
China).  Weblog, posted on October 20, 2010,  
http://hausercenter.org/iha/2010/10/20/foreign-aid-as-soft-power-in-
india-brazil-and-china/ .  Accessed on October 6, 2014. 
Kim, Soyeun, and Simon Lightfoot. 2011. "Does 'DAC-Ability' Really Matter? The 
emergence of non-DAC Donors: Introduction to Policy Arena." Journal Of 
International Development 23(5): 711-721. 
McMichael, Phillip.  1996.  Development and Social Change:  A Global 
Perspective.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Pine Forge Press. 
McMichael, Phillip.  2001. “Revisiting the question of the transnational state:  A 
comment on William Robinson…” Theory and Society, 30:201-210 
Meyer, John W., John Boli, George M. Thomas, and Francisco O. Ramirez. 1997. 
"World society and the nation-state." American Journal of Sociology, 103 
(1): 144-181. 
Naim, Moises.  2007.  “Rogue Aid.”  Foreign Policy.  March 1, 2007. 
ODI.  2010.  “Brazil: an emerging aid player.”  Briefing Paper 64, October 2010. 
London:  Overseas Development Institute. 
http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/odi-assets/publications-
opinion-files/6295.pdf .  Accessed on November 7, 2011. 
  28 
OECD.  2004.  A Strategy for Enlargement and Outreach:  Report by the Chair 
of the Heads of Delegation Working Group on the Enlargement Strategy 
and Outreach, Ambassador Seichiro Noburu.  Paris:  OECD. 
OECD.  2006.  “Will ‘Emerging Donors’ Change the Face of International 
Cooperation? by Richard Manning, OECD DAC Chair.”  Paris: OECD. 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/36417541.pdf . Accessed on October 15, 2011. 
OECD.  2010a.  Beyond the DAC:  The Welcome Role of Other Providers of 
Development Co-Operation.  Paris:  OECD. 
OECD.  2010b.  “The Future of South-South Development Assistance and the 
Role of the UN:  Remarks by Mr. Yiping Zhou… UNDP…,” October 1, 2010.  
Paris:  OECD. 
OECD.  2011.  “Notes on Other OECD Donors,” Development Cooperation Report 
2011.  Paris: OECD. 
Outhwaite, William and Bottomore, Tom, eds.  1994.  The Blackwell Dictionary 
of Twentieth-Century Social Thought.  Blackwell. 
Robinson, William I.  2001.  “Social Theory and Globalization:  The Rise of the 
Transnational State.”  Theory and Society, 30:157-200. 
Robinson, William I.  2004.  A Theory of Global Capitalism:  Production, Class, 
and State in a Transnational World.  Baltimore:  The Johns Hopkins 
University Press. 
Rowlands, Dane.  2010. “’Emerging Donors’ and the International Development 




development-assistance-architecture.html . Accessed on October 7, 2011. 
Parsons, Talcott.  1956. "A Sociological Approach to the Theory of Organizations" 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1: 63-85. 
Provost, Claire. 2011.  “The rebirth of Russian foreign aid.” The Guardian, May 
25, 2011. http://www.theguardian.com/global-
development/2011/may/25/russia-foreign-aid-report-influence-image . 
Accessed on August 11, 2011. 
Putz, Ulrike.  “Qatar’s Reconstruction Aid in Lebanon,” Spiegel Online, March 13, 
2007. http://www.spiegel.de/international/qatar-s-reconstruction-aid-in-
lebanon-envy-conspiracy-and-a-lebanese-motor-city-a-471382.html .  
Accessed on November 3, 2011. 
Sachs, Wolfgang, ed.  1992.  The Development Dictionary:  A Guide to 
Knowledge as Power.  London:  Zed Books. 
Sassen, Saskia.  2006. Territory, Authority, Rights: From Medieval to Global 
Assemblages.  Princeton, NJ:  Princeton University Press. 
New Donors of Development Assistance 
 29 
Sassen, Saskia.  2008.  “Neither global nor national: novel assemblages of 
territory, authority and rights.”  Ethics & Global Politics, 1(1-2):61-79. 
Sassen, Saskia.  2009.  “Incompleteness and the Possibility of Making:  Towards 
Denationalized Citizenship?” Political Power and Social Theory, 20:229-
258. 
Scott, W. Richard and John W. Meyer, eds. 1994.  Institutional environments 
and organizations: Structural complexity and individualism.   Thousand 
Oaks: Sage. 
Sjoberg, Gideon.  1999.  “Some Observations on Bureaucratic Capitalism:  
Knowledge about What and Why?” in Sociology for the Twenty-First 
Century:  Continuities and Cutting Edges.  Janet Abu-Lughold, ec.  
Chicago:  University of Chicago Press. 
Sklair, Leslie.  1995.  Sociology of the Global System.  Second Edition.  Baltimore:  
Johns Hopkins University Press. 
Swidler, Ann and Susan Cotts Watkins.  2009.  “’Teach a Man to Fish’: The 
Sustainability Doctrine and Its Social Consequences.”  World 
Development, 37(7):1182-96. 
Swiss, Liam. 2012.  “Adoption of Women and Gender as Development Assistance 
Priorities: An Event History Analysis of World Polity Effects,” 
International Sociology. 27(1): 96-119 
Walz, Julie and Vijaya Ramachandran. 2011. “Brave New World: A Literature 
Review of Emerging Donors and the Changing Nature of Foreign 
Assistance.” Center for Global Development, Working Paper 273, 
November, 2011. http://www.cgdev.org/publication/brave-new-world-
literature-review-emerging-donors-and-changing-nature-foreign-
assistance .  Accessed on June 16, 2014. 
Watkins, Susan Cotts, Ann Swidler, and Thomas Hannan.  2012.  “Outsourcing 
Social Transformation: Development NGOs as Organizations.”  Annual 
Review of Sociology 38: 285-315. 
Woods, Ngaire.  2008.  “Whose aid?  Whose influence? China, emerging donors 
and the silent revolution in development assistance.”  International 
Affairs, 84(6):1205-1221. 
Zimmermann, Felix, and Kimberly Smith.  2011.   “More Actors, More Money, 
More Ideas for International Development Co-operation." Journal Of 
International Development 23(5): 722-738.  
 
 
